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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1. THE CYPRUS PROBLEM 
 
…[It] will be a continuous source of anomaly in Cyprus, the 
repercussions of which will be very grave and far reaching, 
if this situation is permitted to continue even for a short 
time. 
Archbishop Makarios addressing the UN Security Council on the invasion of 
Cyprus by Greece, July 19th 1974 
 
 
 
For over 50 years the Cyprus Problem has existed as an impediment for the 
domestic stability in Cyprus and progress in international relations. No mediation – 
domestic or third party – has so far succeeded to solve the long continuity of the 
problem despite several attempts. The parties in Cyprus remain in a conflict that has 
been fixed in the discursive construction of the sovereign state. This project provides 
a novel analysis of the problem by, not focusing on the conflict per se but instead, 
uncovering the consequences of the practices made in an attempt to solve the 
problem. 
 
The introduction will serve as an opening to the problem as it has been perceived 
in general discourse. However the endeavor is not to provide the reader with a 
comprehensive description of the problem and its cause. Instead it will provide an 
argument for studying the problem from a poststructuralistic view that opens up for 
directing attention to intersubjective practices – the practices through which the 
‘problem’, Sovereign Cyprus and (most importantly) Cypriots come to be.  
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1.1 HALF A CENTURY OF SOVEREIGN CYPRUS 
 
Three days after the coup d’état by the Greek military junta the archbishop and 
deposed president of the juvenile sovereign Republic of Cyprus addressed the UN 
Security Council with his worries for the future of sovereign Cyprus. In an almost 
prophetic language Makarios predicted that the “anomaly in Cyprus”, if not 
addressed, would lead to “grave and far reaching” consequences for the Cypriots and 
to preempt this he called for “the Security Council to use all ways and means at its 
disposal so that the constitutional order in Cyprus and the democratic rights of the 
people of Cyprus can be reinstated without delay."  
The anomaly Makarios refers to were most certainly not the desire for an 
incorporation of Cyprus into Greece as Makarios himself was an advocate of Enosis1, 
but, unlike the more conservative Greeks2, he saw the process as only possible in the 
long term and only justly achievable by democratic reforms. Instead his proclaimed 
anomaly of Cyprus referred to the loss of “democratic rights of the Cypriot people, 
without trace of respect for the independence and sovereignty of the Republic of 
Cyprus” (Makarios 1974, emphasis added). With the ‘invasion’ by Greece, the 
international order and security of sovereign states had been disrupted and now 
Makarios was calling for the maintenance men of international normality and security 
to respond to the abnormality set in Cyprus, if the maintenance men should fail to 
address the current situation and “if this situation is permitted to continue even for a 
short time” Makarios predicted, “the repercussions […] will be very grave and far 
reaching”(ibid). 
The following day, after Makarios’ call to the Security Council, responses from 
the international community came in diverse ways. The Security Council Resolution 
353 (UN Security Council 1974) stated that the Council was “Conscious of its 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security in 
accordance with Article 24 of the Charter of the United Nations” and hence called all 
                                                
1 Enosis refer to the wish and realization of incorporating Cyprus into Greece. Enosis has for several 
periods of Cypriote history surfaced with more or less followers. In 1948 the British colonial ruler 
proposed a plan for Cypriote independence and self-government but because of the strong inclination 
of Enosis the plan was rejected. Moreover when independence finally was a reality Enosis was 
outlawed in the constitution and the permanence of the Cypriote state was guaranteed and assured by 
the three guarantors: Turkey, Greece and Great Britian (see Denktas 1986).   
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states to “respect the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus” 
and to “co-operate fully with the UN Peacekeeping Force3 in Cyprus”. No direct 
physical action was imposed by the Security Council to address the Greek ‘invasion’ 
of the Island. Instead another ‘invasion’ took place when Turkey decided to make use 
of its ‘rights’ given in the Treaty of Guarantee4 and intervened with military force to 
relieve the Turkish minority of Cyprus (Moran 1997: 67) 
The Cyprus Problem had gone from signifying domestic violence in the sixties 
when the juvenile island-state was subject to post-colonial political struggles 
concerning the constitutional rights of its diverse people to an international conflict 
involving what is popular called the mother countries of Cyprus (Greece and Cyprus) 
as well as a more intense supervision by the UN. In the aftermath of the Turkish 
intervention the Cyprus Problem surfaced in the geographical division of the Island 
when Greek-Cypriots were relocated to the South of the Green Line5 and Turk-
Cypriots of the south resettled in the Turkish occupied territory in the north. With the 
massive exodus both ways the face of the Cyprus Problem sketched itself und the soil 
and grounded the irreconcilable ethnic identities presented in sovereign Cyprus 
(Fisher 2001: 311). 
Contemporary orators of the Cyprus Problem focus on the division of the 
sovereign nation. As such the recent Security Council Resolution 1930 (UN Security 
Council 2010) states that the goal is “to bring the Cyprus conflict and division of the 
island to a comprehensive and durable settlement.” Though recognizing the problem, 
the Security Council belief that “the responsibility for finding a solution lies first and 
foremost with the Cypriots themselves”. Cyprus is today functioning as a regular 
nation-state with a stabile government recognized by the majority of the international 
community and it is a full member of the European Union. However this only fully 
accounts for the southern part of the Island and the Greek-Cypriot majority, which has 
‘occupied’ the ‘recognized’ government since the end of the struggles in the 
                                                
3 A United Nation Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) had been formed in 1964 following 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 186 to address the escalating fights in Cyprus due to 
constitutional disagreements. 
 
4
 In the Treaty of Guarantee “each the three guaranteeing Powers reserves the right to take action with 
the sole aim of re-establishing the state of affairs created by the present Treaty” (Part of Article IV in 
the Treaty) 
 
5 The Green Line is a line drawn by the UNFICYP in order to establish a cease-fire ‘line’. Today it is 
the line that de facto divides Cyprus into a Greek-Cypriot and a Turk-Cypriot community. 
THE GLOBAL SURPLUS                                                                                                    Page 7 of 40 
seventies. This recognition of the south and the Greek-Cypriots in international 
politics has in popular discourse relocated the Cyprus Problem to the north of the 
Green Line. Though recognized by international society as a part of sovereign Cyprus 
the Turkish military is still stationed in the north. The EU membership is therefore 
“suspended in those areas of the Republic of Cyprus in which the Government of the 
Republic of Cyprus does not exercise effective control” (Accession Treaty 2003: 
Protocol No 10, Article 1 §1) This polarization of the Cyprus Problem towards the 
north by the International community opens up for a novel critical problematization of 
the proclaimed Cyprus Problem.  
On his address to the Security Council on the 19th of July 1974, Makarios shared his 
mounting concerns for what a “continuous source of anomaly in Cyprus” could lead 
to. He was indeed referring to the Greek occupation unaware that on the following 
day a second nation would intervene. While the existing abnormally of the situation 
quickly faded in the south and a Greek-Cypriot government was established, and 
recognized by the international community, the situation in the northern parts of 
Cyprus didn’t reconcile as easily. In the contrary, northern Cyprus is today in a 
situation where solely Turkey recognizes the territory as a sovereign state.6 The 
remaining part of international community either disregard the territory or sees it in 
line with the European Union as a part of the Republic of Cyprus not under 
government control. This situation unfortunately comes to fulfill the predictions made 
by Makarios in his speech to the Security Council. The lack of recognition or simply 
decision about the status of the northern part of Cyprus as well as the existence of 
Turkish military troops has been a continuous source of anomaly, which has now, half 
a century into the history of sovereign Cyprus, led to grave and far reaching 
repercussions for the Turkish Cypriots in the north. The Cyprus Problem is indeed 
difficult to enclose into a general problem. It is unpleasant, chaotic and certainly has 
various deposits depending on the eye that sees and in its juncture in the history of 
                                                
6 The declaration of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC) in 1983 was reacted to in 
diverse ways. While the Turk-Cypriots was trying to overcome the statelessness and regain the equality 
in the political rights they had been promised in the constitutional accords of 1960. The Greek-Cypriots 
however saw it as a secession going against the agreements in, for one, the Treaty of Guarantee and 
requested the international community to condemn the declaration. The Security Council marked the 
new state ‘legally invalid’ and recommended the UN members to refuse diplomatic recognition. Only 
Turkey recognizes today the TRNC (see Moran 1997: 101-103)  
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sovereign Cyprus. I will not attempt to capture the complexity of this in a historical 
analysis but rather demonstrate the discursive constitution of the Cyprus Problem, or 
said in a different way I wish to problematize the Problem as handled by the 
International community and show how this has produced, what I will refer to as, 
signs of social pathologies in Northern Cyprus, thereby engender concerns about the 
‘political’ and responsibility in global relations. Social pathologies indicate that the 
normative foundations for understanding the good life or legal rights that is giving in 
a certain society are constituted in a process or social order where parts of the society 
is neglected this life or these rights that they themselves are products of. In the words 
of Axel Honneth “It all then depends on how you fill in the formal concept of the 
good life. I mean, this is the determining factor of what you see in a given society as 
creating social pathologies” (Honneth quoted in Petersen og Willig 2001: 267) In the 
discursive formation of norms in society the expectations of actors are mutually 
formed, however this is a structure “in which certain expectations for a form of 
emotional recognition are not fully satisfied, so that we in that sense can speak of 
certain signs of a social pathology” (ibid).  
1.2 PROBLEMATIZING THE PROBLEM 
 
Although the popular expression ‘The Cyprus Problem’ allure for (assuming such 
is possible) a comprehensive report of its mode of being, I will not pursue such 
accounts. It could make for reductionism and unsatisfactory results, as it would strive 
to diminish the ‘problem’ in order to clarify it. Neither will I solely inaugurate in a 
international relations study of the relationship between the conflicting communes in 
Cyprus and the ostensible involved nations of Greece, Turkey and for some Britain. 
Although the relationship can be helpful to understand the situation in Cyprus, it only 
grasps the circumstances per se due to the predisposed ontological claims existing in 
the term ‘international’. Such an analysis of ‘the problem’ would fail to overcome 
familiar rationales of inter-state relations and biased justifications of sovereignty. I 
will not take national borders for granted and justifiable as an entry point for this 
analysis but in the contrary problematize the roles these ‘fictional’ communities of 
international and domestic comes to play. Rather than trying to solve the ‘Cyprus 
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Problem’ by examining the traditional entities relation to each other and propose 
popular politics for a solution towards co-existence in Cyprus, I suggest that the 
ontological level should be dislocated from a ‘trust’ in social entities and realize 
instead the interconnectedness and hence irreducible responsibility, vacant in an inter-
national relations approach. Such ontological challenge opens up for questioning 
what might be troublesome in the concepts of sovereignty, the political and 
interrelations in a still more globalized world. Such (what we might refer to as) a 
global study is what I wish to obtain when addressing the ‘Cyprus Problem’.  
The problem I wish to pose is then no more foremost that of how to re-unite 
Cyprus, neither is it an attempt to suggest popular political strategies for a solution of 
the biased problem. By surfacing the ontological level of global interconnectedness I 
pose the problem to be the determination or ethos that problematize and in so doing 
produce the condition in Cyprus. By continuously wanting to disclose the state of 
Cyprus into the normative global order, the continuum of interconnectedness, it being 
the connections between all involved social bodies in the history of Cyprus, has 
established a mode where only the southern part of Cyprus is recognized as a legal 
part of the society. The solution is not to continue out the continuum but rather to stop 
and questioning the problematization based on an insight in the interconnectedness of 
social organization. It is disruptive to think that a continuation of theorizing the 
Cyprus Problem by international relations, security studies or the like would ever 
create a ‘just’ settlement on the Island, if one such thing is possible. Theorizing the 
problem has only led the International Relations strategy into grave consequences of 
enlarging the division by focusing on the ethnicization in politics. Focusing on 
statistics of ethnic background, historical ‘legitimacy’ and the like have led to the 
sharp division of the Island. Attempts to solve the situation by such accounts has so 
far only extracted a reproduction of the division and contributed to the still severe 
neglecting of northern Cyprus.  
Based on an insight in dependence of intersubjective relations and hence 
responsibility intrinsic in all social orders, this project aims at answering how the 
global normative order and language of recognition is causing social pathologies in 
northern Cyprus! By depicting the practices and dominant discourses involved in the 
‘strategies of normalization’ in Cyprus, I wish to challenge the traditional efforts to 
resolve the Cyprus Problem and bring to the foreground the requirement of a novel 
understanding of the political; the necessity of recognition and hence the 
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responsibility of all global actors. Two research questions will serve as clarifying for 
the problematization presented: First, the question of how to perceive the social body 
called Cyprus opens for the understanding of the problem seen from a different 
methodological sight; and second, how can we move beyond ‘the International’ in 
order to understand intersubjective relations and the causality of these? 
 
1.2.1 DIFFÉRANCE, BIOPOLITICS & THE POLITICAL 
 
With the move away from the traditional international relations approach, that in 
general prejudices the global field of study to be that of inter-state relations, an 
alternative approach is needed to grasp the realm of interconnectedness. Here I 
propose the (in popular terminology called) post-structuralistic thoughts 
comprehensive, predominant the thoughts of Derrida and Foucault, for an exploration 
of the political and ethical implications of the Cyprus Problem. 
What we learn from Derrida is the need for a critique of western metaphysics 
structuration of binary terms. Where tradition sees good/evil, man/woman, 
identity/difference etc. as oppositions Derrida sees them as interconnected in a 
hierarchy where one is valued over the other. We cant simply split up the terms, as 
they constitute each other and the relationship becomes the possibility for subsistence. 
Metaphysics, Derrida claims, is the “enterprise of returning ‘strategically’, ‘ideally’, 
to an origin or to a priority thought to be simple, intact, normal, pure, standard, self-
identical, in order then to think in terms of derivation, complication, deterioration, 
accident, etc.” (Derrida 1998: 236). He goes on to explain how this has created a 
hierarchy where one term is valued over other due to metaphysical attempt of 
conceiving “good to be before evil, the positive before the negative, the pure before 
the impure, the simple before the complex, the essential before the accidental, the 
imitated before the imitation, etc.” (Ibid). This always results in a ‘logocentrism’ of 
metaphysics that attempts to surface meaning, order and logic and priorities one side 
of the various dualisms as the rightful while subordinating the other (Culler 1983: 92) 
To overcome the logocentrism Derrida introduces what he calls différance. 
Instead of trying to value one term as natural and analyze its meaning and presence in 
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itself, we must realize that the metaphysics of presence isn’t sufficient as the notion of 
present is only existing in its connection and relation to difference: “Thus one comes 
to posit presence – and specifically consciousness, the Being beside itself of 
consciousness – no longer as the absolutely central form of being but rather as a 
‘determination’ and as an ‘effect.’ A determination or an effect within a system which 
is no longer that of presence but of différance.” (Derrida 1982: 16). This opens for a 
novel approach for analyzing social relations, which Derrida termed deconstruction. 
To deconstruct is to demonstrate that logocentralized terms such as ‘presence’ claim 
to function per se isn’t possible but need instead to be treated as complex and in need 
of its opposite, its difference to function. “What is supposedly present is already 
complex and differential, marked by difference, a product of differences.” (Culler 
1983: 96) 
The problematization of the possibility of present or objective ‘truths’ is 
additionally brought up in the work of Foucault. Truth or knowledge is produced 
through discourse and are consequently produced by what Foucault calls “systems of 
power” (Foucault 1980: 133). These systems of power are indisputable connected 
with the political in modern society. “Each society has its régime of truth, its ‘general 
politics’ of truth.” (Ibid: 131). The act of power in discourse, or what Derrida would 
have termed the performative, becomes an act of violence or dominance that produces 
the subjects by objectivizing it in dividing practices. Subjects are for Foucault 
products made possible through processes of exclusion. (Foucault 1983: 208) The 
same thing Derrida shows us when he integrates the opposition as a constitutive 
outside and necessary for the subject to exist.  
Foucault demonstrates in his work how the modern state has become an 
important part of the systems of power that constitutes modern subjects, which he 
refers to as biopolitics (Foucault 1983, 2011). This concept is fashioned to elucidate 
how modern states have incorporated the simple notion of ‘life’ into politics. In the, to 
some extent, moderated version of biopolitics Agamben tells us that: “the production 
of a biopolitical body is the original activity of sovereign power” (Agamben 1998:6). 
Agamben, unlike Foucault, sees biopolitics as originally a part of the political, a part 
of the sovereign. Agamben brings the notion of sovereignty to its original form, thus 
for Agamben sovereign power is only achievable through the decision of the 
worthiness of certain forms of life. Such decisive moment involves dividing practices, 
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a moment of the political (not to be confused with politics7) where a depoliticization 
is inaugurated for the determination to establish a social order and generalized forms 
of social legitimacy. 
Drawing on poststructuralists’ notions of différance, biopolitics and the political 
this project challenges the general views in International Relations Theory. The 
established form of global order is just that: ‘established’. Through processes of 
dividing, depoliticization and technologization, systems of power have established 
notions of ‘the real’ and ‘the subject’ as separable from the political (or power). 
Instead I wish to challenge these notions and foreground the importance of 
understanding the global society’s interconnectedness, pertinent for this project.  
With Derridas illumination of the “metaphysics of presence” we see how 
modernity’s understanding of itself rely on notions of presence, what he calls 
‘logocentrism’. Derridas notion of différance overcome the problems of logocentrism 
and posit that being cannot exist per se but “rather as a ‘determination’ and as an 
‘effect.’ A determination or an effect within a system which is no longer that of 
presence but of différance.” (Derrida 1982: 16) Foucault (with the remolding by 
Agamben) introduces us to biopolitics as technologies that produces subjects through 
disciplining practices and discourses of exclusion and division, a depoliticization of 
the subject. The political is what analysts need to bring back to attention. It’s the 
moment before depoliticization and technologization has created the society, where 
diverse discourses flourish. This moment can become revealed in what Derrida calls a 
deconstruction by illuminating the necessity of différance and bringing forth to 
attention the forgotten constitutive outside.   
1.2.2 DECONSTRUCTION, GENEALOGY & THE CRITICAL 
IMPETUS  
 
Derridas introduction of the term différance is beneficial for a novel 
understanding of how discourses or texts can’t possibly describe social conditions in 
                                                
7 In general there is to be distinguished between ‘the political’ and ‘politics’. The political is the 
moment of no legal or ideological order has been established, it is the moment of revolution, the 
moment before sovereign states of modernity. Within a state apparatus the political has vanished, what 
is made legit is now a technology of governance, this is wherein politics function.   
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their absolute presence. We can’t describe terms within a dichotomy mutually 
exclusive, one cant work without its opposite. The notion of ‘domestic’ also involves 
notions of the ‘international’, notions of ‘law’ encloses ‘violence’; ‘politics’ encloses 
‘enforcement’ and so on. To think in terms of différance instead of metaphysics of 
presence is therefore useful and a necessity within social scientific undertakings if we 
want to grasp what the modern desire of logocentrism actually comes to mean for 
societies. With the repudiation of the possibility of truths or the metaphysics of 
presence poststructuralistic strategies moves away from the general western 
epistemology that aims at establishing a stabile representation of the world trough 
methods that are believed to expose ‘being’. Instead of imaging a scientific method 
that believes to be able to explain the ‘positivity’ of the world we must engage in 
social enquiries with a strategy that reveals the arbitrary and historical nature of what 
is believed to be natural, grounded social realities. We cannot endeavor to draw out an 
interpretation of the positivity of presence, as presence always is mutual exclusive 
with absence, by interpreting we thus cannot find the meaning of a true presence but 
only another interpretation of interpretations. Incorporating the notion of différance 
made by Derrida illuminate the importance of seeing social “reality” as 
interconnected and from a far instead of trying to dig out an impossible objective 
truth. As a replacement for the interpretative method that seeks truths within society, 
science should instead illuminate the fakeness of these believed truths, scientists 
should look critically on society and constantly wreck the believed positivities within, 
exert critical ravages that discloses the practices, maneuvers, and techniques inherent 
in any society’s institutional fixity and show how these meanings or values is an 
effect of power relations and strategies of domination (Dreyfus & Rabinow 1983: 
109). First step of such a critical interpretative analysis would be to deconstruct the 
norms and doctrines of metaphysical existence.  
The “strategy” deconstruction introduced by Derrida does exactly this. To 
“deconstruct” is to show the constitutive outside of a dichotomy. Because nothing 
ever just ‘is’ we cannot claim or crave for a science that tells us what ‘being’ is or 
what a text or a discourse means. Instead we must (what deconstruction aims at 
doing) draw out the différance implicit in a text (or discourse) and show what it in 
addition to its required aim simultaneously says, and bring to the surface the 
contradictions that this comes to entail. 
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“An opposition of metaphysical concepts (speech/writing, presence/absence, etc.) 
is never the face-to-face of two terms, but a hierarchy and an order of 
subordination. Deconstruction cannot limit itself or proceed immediately to 
neutralisation: it must, by means of a double gesture, a double science, a double 
writing, practise an overturning of the classical opposition, and a general 
displacement of the system. It is on that condition alone that deconstruction will 
provide the means of intervening in the field of oppositions it criticizes” (Derrida 
1982: 195). 
 
Therefore I wish not to extract the meaning of how the international society is 
talking about Cyprus, the reality of the Cyprus discourse. Instead it is important to 
consider what has and are being excluded as these exclusions may tell most about 
what is accepted as the given and critique these convictions through showing the 
contradictions that are implicit in any discourse. The hierarchical dichotomies that 
Derrida foreground is criticized within a strategy of deconstruction that reveals the 
mutual interconnectedness. The prior understanding and hierarchy of the terms is 
being challenged by dispersing the ostensible stabile form of its meaning. This opens 
up for questioning the forces that have established the relations; this is where 
Foucault’s work on power proves useful. 
Foucault’s genealogical approach to social enquiry focused on the workings of 
power and its relations to knowledge and the constitution of the subject. Like 
deconstruction, genealogy critiques the belief in metaphysical finalities and instead 
seeks to explore the “outside” of a seemingly stabile social entity thereby destroying 
the “rules” this was build upon. Having deconstructed the ideals and beliefs, the 
critical interpretative strategy must now look to the power plays that had established 
the stable truths. Foucault’s genealogy elucidates power relations and the strategies, 
techniques, politics etc.; deconstructed universal laws are unveiled as strategies of 
domination and moral politics is a technique of depoliticizing society (Dreyfus & 
Rabinow 1983: 109). Systematization is the enemy up for critique; discourses, ‘texts’, 
practices and techniques all entail forms of power that must be deconstructed, 
criticized and described to open up society. 
1.3 SOVEREIGNTY, THE INTERNATIONAL & 
RESPONSIBILITY 
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With the notions of différance and biopolitics, poststructuralistic political 
philosophy reopens how we think and should investigate ‘the political’ in society. 
Conceptions of sovereignty have come to entail a priority within the thinking of 
political community. In International Relations Theory the sovereign autonomous 
subject as well as a sovereign political order is often seen as prejudiced ethical basics 
for any society. However, as I will show in part 1 of this project, such prejudiced 
ethical basics – especially the sovereign conceptions of state territory and 
predetermined identities – has been unsatisfactory in resolving the ‘Cyprus Problem’ 
and instead can be seen as the very root of the foundation of the problem and its long-
time continuation. The notions obtained by poststructuralist thinkers helps to 
understand how we can dislocate our understanding of political community from the 
prejudiced constitutive realm. First, what we learn from Foucault and Agamben is that 
politics entail a biopolitical realm. We cant separate subjectivity from the social order 
as sovereign actions of modernity is always involved with a constitution of a social 
order and performative subjects (Agamben 1998: 6) Secondly, no ‘objective realm’ is 
prior to its constitutive other, but rather mutually dependent and constituted through 
processes of différance. The ‘illusion’ of a sovereign social order needs a decision on 
what is ‘permissible’ within the order. It needs a sovereign cut that aims at excavating 
the believed moral codes of its society. Such dividing practices are what continue the 
logocentrism and violence in modern society. Exceptions become the rule and 
argument for sovereign order. 
  In part 2 the role of the global society and international actors is undertaken. 
The international actors involved in finding a solution to the Cyprus Problem have 
widely recommended that social bodies within Cyprus should resolve the problems 
themselves. However as argued above, the ‘international’ society cannot be leaved out 
from the analysis of the problem and the reasons for a long-time continuation. A 
review of discourses on Cyprus constituted by the biased thinking within the 
international society is uncovered and its relevance made known. The 
problematization put forth by various actors has come to propose solutions based on 
the ethos of sovereignty – of territory and subjects - that in the first place was the 
ground for the violence that established the Cyprus Problem. The will to speak in a 
language that implicates the ethos of sovereignty has created narratives which logic 
has underpinned only one side of the conflict and failed to recognize another. In time 
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such narratives of Cyprus has come to constitute social pathologies in northern 
Cyprus, being the part neglected in the international social order of sovereign states.  
Foregrounding the connection between the global society and the constitution of 
social pathologies in northern Cyprus reopens questions of responsibility. In 
concluding remarks this project propose to go beyond the politics of sovereignty and 
reopen the biased ethos of global society. With the thoughts of Derrida and Honneth 
the question of how to relate to the constitutive outside (or social pathologies) that 
modern biopolitical practices of logo-centric sovereignty has created is discussed. 
With a globalized understanding of Honneth’s theory of recognition, proposals for a 
novel discussion of how the Cyprus Problem can be dealt with by all global actors are 
discussed. Only by reopening the political, from sovereignty or ‘the international’, 
and incorporate a deontological responsibility of recognition, can the Cyprus Problem 
be sufficient resolved for all bodies on the Island. 
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PART 1 
 
 
 
 
2. THE ILLUSION OF A CYPRUS 
 
[…] and on that day there shall be established in the Island 
of Cyprus an independent sovereign Republic of Cyprus 
The Cyprus Act 1960, chapter 52, part 1 
 
 
I will in this part present the discursive articulation of sovereign Cyprus and the 
problem of this constitutive practice. By deconstructing the alleged social order of 
sovereignty in Cyprus the violence in the biopolitical practices are exposed and the 
normative foundation of Cyprus presented. This is done to present the ‘realm’ from 
which the Turk-Cypriots identify themselves and are excluded from and for that 
reason establish the possibility of signs of a social pathology. 
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2.1 THE CYPRUS ACT 
 
The move from being managed, controlled and defined by a colonial ruler, to an 
independent sovereign nation, opened up questions about what such a new nation was 
and whom it should contain. The Cyprus Act allowed for a moment of openness by 
declaring Cyprus free of British colonial rule and its citizens free to modify its 
belongingness and hence “cease to be citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies” 
(The Cyprus Act 1960: ch. 52 part 4). In spite of the ‘openness’ the act allow, it does 
entail that a new order must be established and thus the modification of citizenship 
will only happen on a specified date preventing anarchy and disorder of occurring in 
Cyprus. The leaders of sovereign Cyprus had to define what “sovereign Cyprus” 
entailed, until then the identity of the citizens remained first and foremost British, as a 
social order establishing stability. What was at risk if Cyprus did not ‘uncover’ the 
‘reality’ of sovereign Cyprus was not only that of anarchism and disorder, but also a 
disruption of the international order of sovereign states. The requirements of states 
had been outlined in the Montevideo Convention on Rights and Duties of States in 
1933 as “the following qualifications: (a) a permanent population; (b) a defined 
territory; (c) government; and (d) capacity to enter into relations with other States.” 
What The Cyprus Act presented was an obligatory pursuing for Cyprus to constitute 
these statehood requirements. What the act allowed was not a moment of finding the 
truthful Cyprus but a demand for biopolitical decisions of the social order and the 
identity of the sovereign subjects on the Island. 
2.2 THE SOVEREIGN CUT 
 
While addressing the moment of sovereignty, the concern is not that of the 
politics following such a step. Considering the politics of sovereignty by itself is 
unsatisfactory and will not tell us anything about the condition in Cyprus. Rather we 
must see the social order and subjectivity as inseparable. It is this intrinsic claim; 
connecting Foucault’s notion of the biopolitical and the productivity of power with 
Derrida’s argument of différance, that establishes the inseparability of subjectivity 
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and the social order. Instead of aiming at understanding the politics of the sovereign 
situation, philosophy need to bring back the political moment where thoughts of 
sovereignty, both in the social order and in subjectivity, constituted and established a 
hierarchy of sovereign truths on the expense and diminishing of others. It is in this 
political moment that we can trace the decisions and the sovereign cut that are the 
foundations of the ongoing condition in Cyprus.  
The Cyprus constitution of 1960 proposes a division of the inhabitants into two 
defined groups. Appendix D in the constitution identifies two separate social 
communities both containing rights as definite citizens of Cyprus. Article 1 
establishes the group division in the decision to design a republic “with a presidential 
regime, the President being Greek and the Vice-President being Turk elected by the 
Greek and the Turkish Communities of Cyprus”. The following article provides the 
argument for legit division of the population in two main social groups. By ideas of 
“origin”, “mother tongue”, “cultural traditions” and religion, the population of Cyprus 
was cut into a community of Greek-Cypriot citizens and Turk-Cypriot citizens. The 
nation was approached as an object that was to fit into the norms constituted in the 
modern international order, it was analyzed and explicated in hermeneutics splitting 
the population into units of citizenry. The modern global society and its 
unquestionable norm of a world existing of nations and hence conceivable national 
population is a dominant force at least in western society. In Dreyfus and Rabinow 
Focaults philosophy is explained as, the interconnection of confession, truth and 
power constitutes society and “the individual has become an object of knowledge, 
both to himself and to others, an object who tells the truth about himself in order to 
know himself and to be known” (Dreyfus & Rabinow 1983: 174). §3 of Article 2 in 
the constitution furthers this will to extract the truth about Cyprus and its population 
(as seen in §§ 1 and 2) down to the knowledge and confession by the individual 
citizen. The paragraph states that citizens “within three months of the date of the 
coming into operation of this Constitution, opt to belong to either the Greek or the 
Turkish Community as individuals”. The sovereign cut was a political necessity for 
Cyprus if it wanted to become a part of the global normative order of nations. 
However the confessional requirements that should enable social order and sovereign 
subjects to exist was not capable to legislate or legitimize a single source of sovereign 
power. Instead a state with two separate national citizen-groups was established both 
entailing political power. However alluring, the collapse of the constitutional power 
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sharing and the ongoing problems existing in Cyprus, is not to be explained by the 
failure of a sovereign power sharing alone, but instead in the multitude of 
intersubjective relations that has affected and affects each other. In this view 
sovereign power is only one factor that affects and are affected by other factors in the 
modern logo-centric world.  
The call for ‘solving’ the question of being Cypriot made in the British ‘Cyprus 
Act’ and answered in the subjection policies within the constitution of Cyprus are 
fundamental source for understanding the ongoing ‘Cyprus Problem’. Biopolitics is 
the strategy enabling the modern state societies to govern populations and establish 
stability. For Foucault the shift from politics to biopolitics was seen in the 
institutionalization of medicine etc. (Foucault 2011). However it seems that the term 
biopolitics can grasp a larger area. Trying to find a moment of exclusion between 
politics and biopolitics is not to be found in the institutionalizing of medicine. Instead 
it seems that sovereign states originally rely on a form of biopolitical government. 
(Agamben 1998: 6) 
2.3 BIOPOLITICS AND THE CONSTITUTION 
 
As we have seen in Agamben, biopolitics is not something that has surfaced or 
come to existence alongside modern politics. Instead of a transformation, biopolitics 
is for Agamben intrinsic in the activity and politics of sovereign power. The political 
realm is originally biopolitical (Agamben 1998: 6). For Agamben, trying to extract a 
political sovereign realm or subject exclusive from the biological fact of life is not 
possible. The political realm or life will never be in an entirely exclusive context from 
biological life, it will always exist in a relation, at least in the will to try to divide it. 
This relation Agamben terms an inclusive exclusion (Ibid: 8) The activity of 
sovereign power defines the line where, on the one side, the included, legal and 
political realm subsists and by that also defines the excluded.  
As Derrida points out we conceive the world in dichotomies, to think of terms in 
a dichotomy as mutually exclusive bring about problems for the reason that, as we 
have seen, they aren’t independent from each other. These thoughts open up 
interesting aspects of The Cyprus Problem and the biopolitical decisions made in the 
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time of establishing sovereignty. Obvious distinctions and dividing practices, made at 
this moment, would be the biopolitics of Cypriote identities within the constitution. 
Identity politics shattered the possibility of subjective positive différance and deprived 
the possibility of an evolving multiplicity of identities.  
The popular expression used to describe awaiting sovereign nations as ‘gaining 
independence’ illustrates the problem very well. There is a logocentric determination 
intrinsic in the term ‘independence’, a kind of historical naturalness and ontological 
aspiration that is to be found when the ‘abnormality’ of not being sovereign exists. In 
Cyprus this moment of going from ‘abnormality’ under British colonial rule to 
‘independence’ gave rise to biopolitical practices that related to the population of 
Cyprus in a new supposedly positive way. The independence and formation of a 
Cypriot state as a sovereign body incited and in ways of international pressure even 
forced the particular subjects to know about their identity in relation to the state. 
The Cypriot state, as other modern sovereign states, is build on strong biopolitical 
practices that attempt to maximize the knowledge of Cypriot identity. Life is not only 
a biological fact but also something that the state practices. The Cypriot state was not 
established to protect citizens from death as means of other sovereigns, indeed the 
British colonist could properly have done this much more efficient, but instead the 
state was concerned with the protection of the life of the population, implying that a 
certain form of life was to be protected. In the Cypriot case ‘life’ surfaced in two 
forms, the majority Greek-Cypriot and the Turk-Cypriot form of life. In The Will To 
Knowledge Foucault explains the problem of the biopolitical practices of states. If the 
state is to protect the ‘life’ of its population any other form of life that could threaten 
the existence of that invested in by the state becomes an enemy and must be 
eradicated. "If genocide is indeed the dream of modern power, this is not because of 
the recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and 
exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of 
the population.” (Translated from Danish, Foucault 2011: 141) In Cyprus the most 
prominent of such dreams was that of Enosis. 
With the argument of history and ethnic belongingness the politics of the Greek-
Cypriot majority had long been that of an incorporation of Cyprus into Greece. The 
growing belief in the ‘unnaturalness’ of the colonial rule had induced nationalist 
movements to search for the ‘real’ Cyprus and had come to the beliefs of Enosis as 
the only natural outcome after liberation from colonial rule. When independent and 
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‘free’ of dominating practices by the colonial ruler Cyprus along with its population 
was to find its natural realm of existence. Even though that the ideas of Enosis, 
around the time of secession from Britain, was desired by a majority of the upcoming 
Cypriot population, the international society, especially Britain, had refused the idea 
with an argument that elucidated the necessity to protect the Turk-Cypriot minority. 
Instead the state power was to be shared between the Greek-Cypriot and the Turk-
Cypriot population. In a logocentric modern society shared state-power between two 
(or more) different social bodies, both entailing strong biopolitical aims, are at high 
risk of failing. If, as argued, modern sovereign states becomes legit because they are 
to protect the ‘life’ of its population the relation between Greek-Cypriots and Turk-
Cypriots cannot be a positive desired relation but rather a competition of protecting 
the respective part of the populations ‘life’ or identity. Three years after independence 
Cyprus proved the argument made here, the constitution broke down, as Greek-
Cypriots were unsatisfied with the division of state-power. What were seen as the risk 
when the constitution failed were not only civil war and genocide but also instability 
of the international social order; a deconstruction of Cyprus would be a failure of 
modern politics believing in sovereign state-power and consequently the international 
society intervened to ‘regain’ stability, security and order. This state ‘stability’ was 
later to be found in the establishment of a Greek-Cypriot government. Though the 
establishment of a stabile government often seems to be the solution for a problem of 
social instability, this project argues that it was a part of the problem itself as by 
accepting Greek-Cypriot state-power the global society was neglecting the life and 
hence the forehand given political promises given to the Turk-Cypriots. These 
decisions are in large the sources and reasons for social pathologies in Northern 
Cyprus that will be further discussed in part two. The problem of two forms of life in 
a logocentric sovereign state established the grounds for The Cyprus ‘Problem’ that 
this project undertake. Along with constitutional breakdown the society of Cyprus 
clarified in very practical ways that the problem was that of the divided communities, 
from having lived mixed all over the Island, relocations expeditious divided the 
geographical landscape in two. Very eloquently for what I will take up in the 
following part of the project, the International Society established the Green Line 
separating the two communities. This line is thought of as a buffer zone, diminishing 
the violence between Greek-Cypriots and Turk-Cypriots. This project does not 
diminish global society to safeguards and shock absorbers defending security and 
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stability. Instead, an analysis of the global narratives concerning Cyprus and entailing 
an ethos of sovereignty will be taken under critical investigation.  
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PART 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. THE GLOBAL & THE LANGUAGE OF 
RECOGNITION 
 
“It must mean that we are surplus people in the world”. 
Turk-Cypriot interviewed in the documentary Homeland (2010). 
 
 
Having presented the discursive sovereign Cyprus – constituted through 
biopolitical practices from where subjects within Cyprus identify themselves and 
social pathologies can surface – I move on to present a discussion of the 
intersubjective relations have neglected the normative expectations of the Turk-
Cypriot community. By doing so the social ordering in Cyprus reveal itself as 
containing social pathologies as a result of global relations. 
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3.1 BEYOND THE INTERNATIONAL 
 
Cyprus is today functioning within the world as a sovereign state alongside most 
of the well-established nations of the world. The Greek-Cypriot government 
represents Cyprus as a hole in most International and transnational relations and 
engage in politics as an autonomous sovereign body. The infinite ‘Cyprus Problem’ is 
discussed as something to be solved within these frames of domestic and international 
reality, as a problem within that must be solved within. However, as seen in part 1, the 
logocentrism that has underpinned sovereignty in Cyprus is part of the problem, the 
norms and ‘natural’ social order that sovereignty is believed to entail shows not to 
hold the answer but instead is exposed as part of the problem. We must therefore 
questioning the theories that see the international as a result of rational actions by 
states with a self-contained ontology, we cannot assume states as a natural entity that 
can be treated as intervening agents in International Relations.8 
If sovereignty is not an inherent quality of the state, but instead is an ‘illusion’ 
constituted by norms and discourses that promote a certain style of ‘social order’, then 
there can be other potential ‘orders’. The same thing can be said then about the 
‘international order’, it is as well constructed by rules and norms that in state-to-state 
relations have come to constitute it as an inherent fact. The argument is that the 
‘Cyprus Problem’ is in a way endogenous and a product of the social, political and 
theoretical discourse that has helped constitute the rules and norms of sovereignty and 
international order. Norms and rules within international and transnational relations 
determine the actions that can be taken by the involved actors (being states, 
individuals or any other involved institution).  
Though in line with a constructivist approach I wish to move beyond the 
International Relation scholars’ agent/structure debate. The endeavor is not solely to 
explore how the ‘Cyprus Problem’ is dependent on the norms and rules of sovereignty 
and ‘international order’ but also to reveal a concomitant problem (and maybe the 
‘real’ Cyprus Problem) that has been constituted as a by-product of the politics and 
                                                
8 I here think of among others the neo-realist and neo-liberal approaches that focus on independent 
rational actors (states) interests as the subject for analysis. (see Dunne et al. 2010 for an overview of 
international relations theories) 
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theories (norms and rules) in International Relations. If international order is nothing 
else than a product of states’ inherent rules and norms then attention should not only – 
as many constructivist International Relations Scholars have done – be on uncovering 
the norms that conventional International Relation Scholars have neglected. Rather it 
opens up for a critical analysis of the existing norms and practices in International 
Relations. Research needs to bring about novel understandings of how social and 
global normative constructions entail underlying constitutive power that in domestic 
or international conflicts must be realized.  
Bringing attention to the role of norms and practices in International Relations 
brings the analysis beyond regular International Relations Theory. In the following I 
wish to give an idea about how the apparent situation in Cyprus can be examined in 
this way. By moving beyond the distinctions that are taking for granted within the 
domestic and international order, the international relations reveal themselves as 
entailing powerful constitutive effects on subjects within the believed neutral order. 
Beyond the ‘International’ we can trace an intersubjective mutual dependence 
wherein continued – in ways violent – objectification of Turk-Cypriots. What we 
should problematize is therefore not what the political communities is but instead how 
these fictional communities, international, national etc. affects and constitute violent 
relations and excluding practices between subjects.   
3.2 DIVIDING PRACTICES AND MISRECOGNITION IN 
CYPRUS 
 
As discussed in part 2, the constitutional documents of Cyprus recognize both the 
Greek-Cypriot and the Turk-Cypriot communities as entailing legal rights. However 
as history has shown these rights has been widely disrespected and abandoned in de 
facto Cyprus today. In the process of establishing ‘Cyprus’ by biopolitical means, the 
existence of a second community posed a threat to the new infantile state. In the 
search for Cyprus and its subjects the division of the two communities was 
inaugurated and the legal rights of the two communities – obtained in the constitution 
– was abandoned by the Greek-Cypriot leaders. In the norms of the international 
society Cyprus had to establish as a nation-state alongside every other. This 
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international logo-centrism has elevated as a science of International Relations that 
works as objectifying sovereign nations, which again search for the arguments and 
legitimacy of the sovereignty in its subjects. In the nation-building process Cyprus 
turned to bio-political means in order to legitimize its status as a sovereign. This led to 
the dividing practices that looked for the reality of its population. Focusing on the 
‘motherlands’ of Greece and Turkey and the intrinsic cultural differences found in 
these inaugurated the division of the Cypriots into two separate communities. 
Mediated by the social norms in the practice of sovereign nations the Cypriotes was 
objectified and divided on the Island. These dividing practices and commencement of 
exclusion are the events that founded the social pathologies in Cyprus today.  
The dividing practices established the ground for objectifying Turk-Cypriots as 
something different from Greek-Cypriots and “legal”-Cypriots. The violence arises 
due to the ontological reality of subjects. As argued, subjects are constituted as 
products of social structures. Therefore the possibilities of self-realization within 
these structures are dependent on the struggle between norms and the intersubjective 
relationships (on the concept of intersubjective relations of recognition see Honneth 
1995). Axel Honneth argues in his theory of recognition that the individuals’ 
possibility of positive identity formation can be achieved through mutual recognition 
in intersubjective relations (Honneth 1995:169). This can be achieved in different 
ways one being in the recognition of equality in legal rights (Honneth 1995:119). 
What happened in Cyprus was the opposite. Instead of recognizing the legal rights in 
the constitution, the division of the communities affected the self-realization of Turk-
Cypriots in a negative way. Further Honneth mentions ethical understandings within a 
giving society for important if recognition is to form subjects in a positive way. 
Cultural values of a society Honneth argues must be related to by subjects in order for 
them to achieve a grade of self-esteem and positive understanding of oneself 
(Honneth 1995). Again this principle is hardly met in Cyprus. The cultural values of 
the two Cypriote communities are very disperse and competing rather than 
contributing to a mutual recognition. In the fight for self-realization the Cypriot 
communities has misrecognized and rejected the underlying moral codes and 
normative principles of one another. 
The need for recognition that Honneth sees as a necessity for the individuals’ 
self-realization can with a combination of Foucaults understanding of power as 
something producing subjects can give us an understanding of how the practices and 
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discourses in Cyprus has come to favor one group over the other in the social space. 
What is similar in the two views is that it is in the intersubjective relations (states, 
institutions, individuals etc.) that subjects become objectified and through this comes 
to a self-realization. 
3.3 GLOBAL NEGLECTION 
 
Combining Honnets theory of recognition with constructivist International 
Relations Theory reveal the challenge in international relations. If individuals’ self-
realization only is achievable through intersubjective processes we must broaden our 
view on the impact of global norms and discourse. A combined comprehension of 
Honneths theory and the productive power-relations apparent in Foucault establish a 
novel understanding of the situation in Cyprus and reveal the global norms and 
language as well as the current state of the nation as “unjust” and favoring a Greek-
Cypriot state. How actors relate to one another cannot be neutral. Sovereign states as 
actors in international relations contribute with normative concepts of the ordering of 
the international that through time and apparent or unnoticed power struggles has 
formed the international order of sovereign nations. In addition conventional 
International Relations Theory has surely helped favoring this conception of the 
International’ by arguing that without it anarchy will prevail. With this the actors 
within the international need to strive for recognition by subjectifying oneself to 
become sovereign nation-states that entail the same principles as found in the 
international norm and accepting that if not recognized as sovereign states they would 
be excluded from the ‘International’ and objectified as anarchic. However easily 
achieved for most of the western nation-states through long time developed 
biopolitics the subjectification in Cyprus was not as simple due to the surfacing of 
cultural differences and violent struggles of the social groups within Cyprus.  
The widespread belief that international society can function as a relief agency in 
violent struggles like that in Cyprus must be reconsidered. I am not arguing that the 
engagement by non-Cypriote actors in Cyprus haven’t stopped the apparent violent 
struggles but the ‘problem’ is not that simple as the continuation of the separation and 
the deconstruction of the problem have and will show. As objectified by and 
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subjectivizing within the norms of international order the means of the non-Cypriote 
actors are limited to these. The goal of these actors can only be within the normative 
framework of the international and hence the objective is to establish Cyprus as a 
sovereign nation. Realizing this we are entering a paradox since the goal of 
sovereignty in the first place commenced the biopolitics that established the violations 
and struggles between the communities in Cyprus. The violations are hence still 
happening in Cyprus, they are just not as material as for example the armed conflict 
that third-party interventions have neutralized. Instead it prevail in the language and 
practices within the global society.  
 
3.3.1 THIRD PARTY PRACTICES OF DIVIDING AND 
MISRECOGNITION 
 
The numerous attempts to solve the ‘Cyprus Problem’ by third party actors have 
all failed to resolve the ongoing ‘oddity’ of Cyprus. In many of the attempts it has 
only further constituted the division and misrecognition of Turk-Cypriots. From the 
establishment of the two groups in the constitution with the help of British officials 
the dividing practices was to develop into the material division of the Island by the 
Green Line that is still uphold today. The big move came in August 1974 when 
Turkey intervened with military troops to defend the Turkish minority. As soon as in 
1964 the UN peacekeeping force (UNFICYP) had to intervene due to increasing 
violence that had been invoked by the biopolitics surfacing after the independence 
from Britain. By doing this – the only thing they could do as objectified actors – the 
third parties further objectified the groups as divided entities. This division found its 
‘grounded’ expression when the population was literally divided into two groups and 
transferred to each half of the Island. The objectification of the separate groups was 
firmly determined and the Turk-Cypriots abandoned the earlier shared state 
sovereignty. However, the international community didn’t. 
The international community persists in solving the problem within the existing 
frames of unitary sovereignty. Cyprus can in this view only exist as one nation. The 
rhetoric in the various proposals for settlement therefore entails goals leading some 
kind of unification. The norm of international order needs Cyprus to succeed as a 
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sovereign nation and continue to refer to the norm of ‘sovereignty’ that was 
established in the constitutional structure of Cyprus. The international discourses 
referring to Cyprus speak in a language that establishes the problem as being that of 
constitutional breakdown and division of the Island. This is exemplified in the UN 
Security Councils response to Turkeys intervention in 1974. The Security Council 
called out for “the necessity to restore the constitutional structure of the Republic of 
Cyprus” and called for “all States to respect the sovereignty, independence and 
territorial integrity of Cyprus” (Security Council Resolution 353, 1974). Persisting in 
referring to Cyprus as a sovereign unity in the international discourses establish 
problems in the objectification process entailing practices of recognition as discussed 
above. Neglecting the existence of two separate groups has come to provide serious 
consequences for the subjects in Cyprus. 
If insisting in seeing International Relations as relations between sovereign state 
actors the Cyprus problem is exactly what the international discourse express; the 
division of the island and the fragile sovereign state. Trying to solve these abnormally 
realities of Cyprus, lead third party actors to support actions taken in order to 
strengthen the nation and ‘restore’ a sovereign state. Keeping to and striving for the 
international norms of sovereignty only recognizes Cyprus as one actor in 
International Relations. However, the dividing practices that have produced two social 
bodies in Cyprus necessitate a rethinking of the role and impact of the ‘International’. 
Recognizing only one ‘Cyprus’ evidently leads to misrecognizing the other. 
International actors need to realize the productive power of their discourse and 
practices in intersubjective relations – being with a state or any other social body.   
The struggle in Cyprus continues in the discursive power of international politics. 
After the domestic struggles in the 1970’s the Greek-Cypriots took hold of the 
national government. This was achieved in the aftermath of the Turkish intervention 
that in western discourse was seen as an invasion that disrespected the ‘natural’ 
sovereignty of Cyprus.9 Being in control of the state Greek-Cypriots quickly became 
recognized in international relations due to their possession of the ‘sovereign’. Going 
beyond the ‘International’ we see that this along with recognizing the Greek-Cypriot 
                                                
9 The Turkish intervention was in the western media referred to as an invasion that disrespected the 
sovereignty of Cyprus. Searching the headlines in the media on the 20th of July 1974 will show this as 
being the general discourse that also was in line with the discussed Security Council Resolution that 
speaks of respecting sovereignty. 
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government has caused a neglecting and misrecognition of Turk-Cypriots on the 
global level – in the form of the denial of former legal rights in the constitution but 
also simply because global relations towards Cyprus disregarded Turk-Cypriots when 
focusing on the ‘sovereign’ actor.  
Cyprus has in recent years become an actor in international and regional relations 
in line with other sovereign actors; for this reason the ‘problem’ might seem to be 
diminishing from a International Relations point of view. However moving beyond 
the ‘International’ and instead focus on all the objectified actors related to Cyprus – 
domestic as well as global – tells us that much is still in a sense ‘unjust’ in the society 
of Cyprus. 
3.4 SOCIAL PATHOLOGIES IN NORTHERN CYPRUS 
 
The voice from northern Cyprus – imbedded in the quote appearing in the 
beginning of this part - express a form of impotence when it comes to the ability of 
having an identity in the world. Being the “surplus people in the world” (the 
documentary Home) Turk-Cypriots have been ‘violently’ excluded from the 
‘International’ and the conditions of positive intersubjective realtions that produce 
identities. The ‘unjust’ conception that the Turk-Cypriot expresses can be seen as a 
result of the productive power-relations that for decades have flourished in Cyprus. 
The principles of recognition presented in Honneths theory opens up for a novel 
normative understanding of social justice. If self-realization and identity is a product 
of the relation between subjects, then the condition for a just society lies in social 
mutual recognition between these actors (Honnteth 2004). The Turk-Cypriot subject – 
as an individual, a sovereign nation or a social group – experience himself as detached 
from the world, from the relations that (through mutual social recognition) could 
bring self-esteem and a positive self-realization. Instead the Turk-Cypriots have been 
socially excluded from the ‘National’ as well as the ‘International’. Misrecognition in 
the Cypriote state system as well as devaluation in international affairs has facilitated 
the production of ‘Social Pathologies’ (Honneth 1995) and brought the basis for the 
conflict and the ‘Cyprus Problem’ that persists today. 
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Bringing the theory of recognition to an International Relations point of view 
reveals the problem of the ‘International’. In Heins’ (2008) discussion on the 
usefulness of Honneths theory in International and Global studies he argues that the 
theory can be applied in an International context (Heins 2008:148). However, 
applying the theory within the International will only by moving beyond the 
‘International’ give us an understanding of the problem in Cyprus. While not being 
seen as a transnational struggle, applying the theory of recognition will not tell us 
much about the ‘Cyprus Problem’ if we keep to the already institutionalized principles 
in international relations. In the struggle for intersubjective recognition, Cyprus - as 
the subject among other nations – has been widely recognized as a sovereign nation. 
Hence, we need to move beyond the institutionalized norms of the ‘International’ in 
order to explain how and why Turk-Cypriots experience injustice. Certainly, the 
recognition of Cyprus in ‘International’ terms of intersubjective relations is part of the 
problem. When staying within the institutionalized frames of the ‘International’, and 
recognizing Cyprus on this basis, the international society disregard the Turk-Cypriot 
struggle for recognition and by doing so foster social pathologies. But by broadening 
the view on subjects, from only including nations to all objectified parts within an 
intersubjective order, Honneths theory proves useful in the endeavor to explain the 
causes of social pathologies and the Turk-Cypriots experience of global injustice.  
Though Honneths theory can be criticized for its epistemological focus on 
intersubjective struggles and prejudices the normative ‘need’ or moral claims for 
recognition within social systems. Thus Honneths theory cannot clarify the problem 
of institutionalized principles of recognition (Heins 2008:145) such as ‘sovereignty’ 
has posed in the case of Cyprus. The explanatory prospect that the theory of 
recognition is thus helpful when trying to comprehend what the ‘Cyprus Problem’ 
means for the subjects involved. 
 
3.4.1 THE EU AND THE SOVEREIGN CYPRUS 
 
Let me present a final example: In 2004 Cyprus joined the European Union and 
became a member state of the regional community. Keeping to the view of 
International norms the incorporation of Cyprus into the Union can be seen as a 
successful intersubjective relation between the respective nations, recognizing Cyprus 
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as a sovereign actor in line with the rest of the European member states. It is thus 
fulfilling the normative principals of mutual recognition and creates the condition for 
producing a Cypriote identity. However, the recognition of the existing Cyprus with a 
Greek-Cypriote government has coinciding power of misrecognition towards the 
‘excluded’ Turk-Cypriotes. Recognizing a sovereign Cyprus is thus not ‘just’ if we 
deconstruct the normative concept of sovereignty and allow for a look beyond the 
‘International’.  
In the discursive language of on the application of Cyprus into the Union (Accession 
Treaty 2003: Protocol No 10) the Cyprus Problem is treated on the basis of the 
abnormality of the division. While recognizing the entire island and “all Cypriot 
citizens” (Accession Treaty 2003) – as the subject for the accession into the Union – 
the language of the treaty articulates a biased conception of the sovereign ruler, 
neglecting the violence that has produced this reality. Acknowledging the current 
government (being a Greek-Cypriot) as the government of the whole island might 
produce positive intersubjective relations between the discursive communities 
described in the treaty but doing this, I argue, will not solve the problem of social 
pathologies in Northern Cyprus. Accepting the normative perception of ‘The 
Problem’ that sees the division of the island as ‘unnatural’ and advocating sovereignty 
the treaty expresses the necessaty “to provide for the suspension of the application of 
the acquis in those areas of the Republic of Cyprus in which the Government of the 
Republic of Cyprus does not exercise effective control” (Accession Treaty 2003: 
protocol No 10). The Turk-Cypriot community of the north is diminished to areas not 
under control of the legitimate sovereign. The former legal rights as well Turk-
Cypriot self-esteem is neglected by the European Union and hence provide for a 
continuation of the production of social pathologies in northern Cyprus. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
 
 
4. VIOLENCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 
 
My call to all diplomats […] is this: Treat us on a basis of 
equality with the Greek Cypriots [.] […] There is no legal, 
moral, or political reason why this should not be done. 
From a lecture on the Cyprus Problem given by the first President of TRNC 
Mr. Rauf R. Denkta? at the Royal Institute of International Affairs, London, on 
18th of November 1986.  
 
 
The Cyprus problem as perceived in international political discourse might in 
time find settlement. But this would only happen by intersubjective violent struggles 
that most likely will make the Turk-Cypriote self-esteem – and perhaps Turk-Cypriots 
altogether – disappear or change dramatically. In concluding remarks I will outline 
the violence intrinsic in the ‘Cyprus Problem’ and discuss the inescapable 
responsibility to the other imbedded in the genealogy of identity formation. 
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4.1 BIOPOLITICS & DIFFERÁNCE IN CYPRUS 
 
Before the appearance of the biopolitics of identity in Cyprus the differences (and 
similarities) of Cypriotes was not wavering in the historical and political reality. 
Although the possibility of seeing the ethnic identities as a fact, the actuation of these 
are, without the biopolitical naturalization of the being, not prior to the interaction of 
the differences. In this sense the differences are mutual dependent as they were 
produced in the intersubjective relationship. Indeed this was how Cypriote différance 
existed and developed in Cyprus before the independence from Britain brought 
biopolitical measures along. Living in mixed communities with your neighbor being 
of other origin was the possibility for individual identity formation in mutual 
interaction. The differences of ethnicity and motherlands were just some of many 
differences like that of men/women and urban/rural. Being a Cypriote meant growing 
up in a bicultural community with neighbors and friends different from one self, this 
was the natural social order. The cultural differences were a normal part of everyday 
experience. In Cyprus coexistence despite differences was widely acknowledged and 
mutual recognition served as an important measurement for individual identity 
formation.  
Today the identity formation relies on the biopolitical determination and practices 
of dividing performed by several actors in relation to Cyprus. The categorization and 
will to know about Cypriote identity has mapped the populations differences, even 
now in territorial belongingness, which conceal the genealogy of Cypriotes and its 
formation in intersubjective relations. The sovereign cut and following biopolitical 
practices searched for a ‘naturalization’ of Cyprus and its inhabitants. Such an ideal of 
naturalization of ‘identities’ – as we have seen – brought along extreme nationalist 
goals of Enosis, international goals of sovereignty and identity categorization and 
unveiled that ideals of purity and sovereignty bring along exclusions and violence of 
‘differences’ that miss the undeniable responsibility in intersubjective relations. 
The formation of Cyprus and the ‘Cyprus Problem’ has established a situation 
where the normative reality of Cyprus is discursively pronounced as a divided 
sovereign nation and thus the social order prescriptive for international relations to 
refer to. The possibility of a bicultural and mixed Cypriote nation was lost in the 
biopolitical practices surrounding the sovereign ‘cut’ and thus forgotten. As long as 
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the biopolitical homogenizing powers are at work in Cyprus we cannot expect to 
solve the ‘Cyprus Problem’ while at the same time being responsible for all actors. 
As part 2 has demonstrated the international community cannot work outside of 
the prescriptive order of sovereignty. By intervening to restore the constitutional 
foundations the International community are ignoring the violence that I have shown 
to be intrinsic in the normative naturalization practices in establishing sovereignty. 
The various proposals, Resolutions and international relations in general depict a 
prescriptive political bias, meaning that international actors’ practices – aware of it or 
not – a sovereign logic that cultivate the basis’s of the problem. Keeping in a line of 
prescriptive international relations politics and theories will thus not come closer to 
solve the ‘Cyprus Problem’ but instead further neglect the inherent mutual 
dependence in intersubjective relations and for this reason disregard the intrinsic 
responsibility in the relationships.  
4.2 THE SOCIAL PATHOLOGY OF CYPRUS 
 
With the use of Honneth’s concept of social pathologies and the critique of the 
ontological confidence of modern society in Derrida and Foucault, we can identify 
some grave consequences for individuals and society surfaced in Cyprus. The 
normative foundation for understanding social order that is filled in by global 
discourse is constituted in the formal concept of national sovereignty. The global 
normative of the good world as a world of sovereign nations that if not established as 
sovereign and respected will ‘free’ an anarchistic world, it is therefore – in this line of 
thought – only natural to establish the international ‘ordered’ society. In Cyprus the 
sovereign blanket brought along an inquiring of biopolitical decisions on the 
population. This moment of decision established a fragile nation consisting of two 
groups sharing the sovereignty prescribed to them in legal rights within the 
constitution. Both groups were invoked to define and categorize themselves on the 
basis of historical and ethnical factuality. The mutual dependence existing in 
différance was neglected and responsibility and recognition faded and became 
replaced by violence and exclusion. 
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What are left are unfulfilled expectations of legal rights and existential rights in 
general. The Turk-Cypriots of northern Cyprus has been neglected the legal rights that 
the prescribed order in Cyprus had promised them. The normative strategies of 
sovereignty are, while also producing them, neglecting them and excluding them from 
society. It is in this sense that I speak of social pathologies in northern Cyprus. There 
is a paradoxical spirit in the ‘Cyprus Problem’ that by means of normative strategies 
of international relations aren’t resolving the problem but instead fueling the struggles 
in Cyprus. Instead intersubjective relations between all actors have to realize the 
mutual dependency that constitute and make able the possibility of identity formation. 
When Denkta? called out for “equality with the Greek Cypriots” and the Turk-
Cypriot citizen expresses the feeling of his ‘kind’ being a “surplus people in the 
world”, it is indications of a struggle for recognition that is unfulfilled. The actions 
taking by the global formal normative order to establish a sovereign Cyprus evolved 
into the ‘Cyprus Problem’ that seems never ending and without a solution as long as 
the biopolitical forces of identity flourish in the politics of the sovereign. Instead it 
has established and continues to promote and manifest the social pathology of Cyprus. 
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